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Regional Express Lane
Network Mileage

D|rect|onal Miles
Prewously New
Authorized t Authority Total

Convert existing HOV lanes to

express lanes 2 e S Sl
Widen existing freeways to create 90 120 210
express lanes

Operational gap closure 0 20 20
Total 280 290 570

T In both Alameda and Santa Clara counties
2 Includes existing 1-680 Sunol Express Lane (14 miles)




Share of Capital Cost for Conversions

Total Cost = $3,590 M Conversions

7 $230 M (6%)
for 173 miles

New Lan
$3,360 M
for 170 mile




“Bookends” for Financial Analysis
in Application

A
Design Variation #2 | — Smallest
(full standard; $6.8B%) network,
slowest
completion
hd
3
&) Conservative Case Base Case
+ 2+ HOV until lanes Likely Outcome . 24+ HOV until lanes
crowd or 2035 crowd or 2020
» Peak periods only - Daytime
- Weekends - Weekends

Design Variation #1
(narrow footprint; $1.6B*)

- Low traffic demand Revenue « High traffic demand

 Less tolling * More tolling
(e.g., HOV2+ indefinitely, peak (e.g., HOV3+ upon opening,
periods only, lower toll rates) 24/7 tolling, higher toll rates)

* Financial analysis cases, expressed as tolling policy scenarios, provide an envelope
for variations in other factors including costs and financing terms.

» Implementation of specific tolling policies would be subject to future MTC Commission
actions, in consultation with regional partners.

~~ . * Emphasizes need to contain costs within Caltrans design assumptions.
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Project Study Report Establishes
Engineering Feasibility and Cost Range

« Substantial level of detail:

Capital Cost Range
— Each corridor analyzed in 1/5% mile P &

(Billions of 20109)

segments
— Unit cost data averaged from active and S7 - 26.8
planned express lane projects $6 -
« Caltrans HOV guidelines used to $5 -
prioritize lane & shoulder reductions 4 -
* O&M cost from active and planned $3 -
express lane facilities $2 - $1.6
* Frequent CHP enforcement areas, video $1 -
license plate detection & violations o p—
processing Design Design
* 40% contingency factor applied to Variation1l  Variation 2
capital cost, 25% contingency to O&M Narrow Full standard;:
cost footprint; highest cost

lowest cost
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Regional Job Projections

Proj. 2003 4.2 m 52m
6 Proj. 2011 3.3m 42 m
—Projections 2003
—Projections 2005 Difference 0.9m 1.0m
—Projections 2007 (-21%) (-19%)
—Projections 2009
(%) 5 i
_5 —Projections 2011
€
=
(%)
Q
o
4 -
\
TN\ 3 : I
(ot 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

=

’ ————,
i
q
II




128

29
Healdsburg
N 128
~ 505
g 116 101 20
w h e n Do i\\ 2 Santa on
Rosa

12 29

} | 16 | VacaV|IIe113
HOV Lanes A

Petaluma = B Fairfield /
\\'ﬁ,v 116 )
Fill Up? \ " g de
[ | : Novato N\ )y~ ‘37k Ty 53? L ‘Rio
\ L‘L. .37 /\/ \\ z) vallejo S ’_/\> Vsta’,
/ 1 \X\ 780 // ~2 )
// ﬁi / yr/“:\\\‘v._,/‘//“/x\—m‘ 2
/ / —~— 1 10< 80 / 4\\,.)‘ >
B \\ . Rafs:er: \A\;:/ “é\, Concord a N
u v 5g0! Richmond Brentwood
1 ~
\ N L Jia) Walnut
b F\\,\ \> k 24 Creek
Danvill
\‘(7\/ ? - ‘ 2 anville
i— 1 ;’i\—ﬁk Oakland
@ N
Sra:nciscu %a “&\>< & 680
S& \\( 238 580
\ 2 ‘R ‘Pleasanton  Livermore
P\ (4
j‘ ?»E San 9 H \ 238 84
T &,Lylateo L /
] 280 \/ \\_ﬁ) V\\/ Fremont
Kﬁ 101 ( 84 }z
\ @ g
= 82 &
Approximate year XN 8\
in which HOV lanes | o] e 10
H 84 Jose
reach capacity | o
(Current HOV minimum occupancy) ° .
1L 35 Morgan Hill

s By 2020 |

7 N
7 \
.’ — —
| e T
\ A e mm
\ -/
N S

|

By 2035

Near capacity by 2035

152

25



Financial Summary

Total amounts through 2040 (millions of inflated dollars)

Base Case [Conservative Case
Express Lane Toll Revenue 6,500 4,400
Debt Proceeds (Bonds/TIFIA) 2,100 2,400
Local Funding 100 100
Grant Funding 400 800
Capital Costs (3,000) (3,600)
Operations, Maintenance and Rehabilitation (1,500) (1,300)
Debt Service (3,400) (2,300)
Other* 100 100
Potential Net Revenue** 1,300 600

* Other includes financing fees, reserves funding/releases and interest income

** These potential surpluses emerge in the later years (after completion of the Network), and due to
their bottom-line nature, are highly sensitive to variations in toll policy, revenue, cost, schedule

and financing assumptions.



Benefits to Bus Ri“qers”
from Gap Closures

Route

A. I-80 Yolo County
to I-505

B. I-80 I-505 to
Carquinez Bridge

C. I-680 Gold Hill Rd.
to I-780

D. I-680 Route 242
to North Main St.

E. I-680 Alcosta Blvd.
to SR 237

F. I-580 Greenville to
San Joaqin County

G. I-880 Hegenberger
to Lewelling

TOTAL

Peak Hour
Bus Trips

(current service)

40

40

40

30

Bus Rider
Hours
Saved

20

840

50

70

80

360

20

1,580

128 _-': 29
Healdsburg :

116 12

Petaluma

116
121

Novato -

(37

Marin
101

Bus Service on
Express Lanes

San

Daily Hayward 84 2
Express &
Bus Trips ’._..

San 238 W
Fewer than 20 380 Mategy "-
Fre”ﬂom/
20-200 280 ¥ Ala
More than 200 %%
Hal |42
. Moon
———= Convert existing, or phased Bay
and fully funded HOV lanes
to express lanes
sasaii  Add new express lanes
2222222 Operational gap closures
Miles
10 20 30

L ) Kilometers
0 10 20 30

Street base map © Thomas Bros. Maps. All rights reserved.
MTC Graphics/pb — 9.1.2011

St. Helena

\\§ -
San 4 \ Concord
Rafae Yy
580 Richmond [ Brentwood
9 s Walnut
980 -._.' ;
System Francisco R K\ e
. ettt
880.\".~ T

128

Napa
;

~sCreck 4
Q . S

Contra




